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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Appellant challenges the district court's order concerning his
motion to remedy and restrict disclosure of information revealed
before a federal grand jury. We held disposition of this case in abey-
ance pending decision in Finn v. Schiller, No. 94-2373 (Jan. 3, 1996).
Under Finn, although a district court has the authority to enter an
appropriate order of civil or criminal contempt in response to notifica-
tion of such a violation of Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 6(e),
there is no private cause of action under the Rule. Therefore, on the
authority of Finn, we vacate the district court's order decided on the
merits of appellant's Rule 6(e) motion, and remand for further pro-
ceedings consistent with that opinion.
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